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The Montgomery County Counc~l agreed yesterday to dramat~cally increase fines against unscrupulous lenders to $500,000 for 
v~olat~on and expand the categories o l  aclrvltles that constitute d~scr~minatory lending practrces. 

But the head of the county agency that would help ~nvestigate such cases did not appear at yeslerday's counc~l rneetlng to anst 
quest~ons. prompting several council members to suggest that County Execut~ve Douglas M. Duncan (D) d ~ d  not fully support tt 

"The silence is deafening." sad  councll Pres~dent Tom Perez (D- Sllvef Spring), who lnrt~ated the proposal a year ago. "It does 
efforts. . . . We want lo be able to say to the public that our doors are open and our statutory tools are strong." 

Howard A. Denrs (R-Potomac-Bethesda). who voted against the bill, also quest~oned Duncan's stance, asking, "Where 1s the ct 
executive on this?" 

Oavld Weaver. 3 spokesman for Duncan, sajd the county executive supported the hill passed yesterday and was slrnply frustra 
council had taken a year to consider the leg~slat;an. 

"All of the Issues had been discussed. The only thing lef! to do was vote." Weaver sald. "If the counc~l president didn't know he 
county executive's support, that's surprlslny to hear. He endorsed the b~ l l  soon after ~t was proposed " 

Weaver declined, however, to say ivhat Duncan's position was on Ihe most controversial part of the predatory lending debate: : 
amendment proposed by Pcrcz -- but not included in the final draft of the bill - to lower the legal standard for proving d~scrimin; 

The leg~slat~on approved yesterday by a vote of 7 to 2 ,  would Increase fines fcr d~scrlrn~ndtorj lending from $5.000 to 15GO 001 
dlso clarifies that ~nd~v~dua ls  not just ~nst~tutions, would be prohlblted from engaglng In d~scrlnilnatclry lending and that lenders ( 
hmrt a person's cho~ce of loan products, services and rates based on a particular class~hcat~on, rather than the person's credit 

The county Omfice of Human Rights would be respons~ble for producing regular reports on overall lending patterns In the county 
and below-pr~rne-rate loans. The ahsence of Odessa M Shannon, head of the office, prompted Ihe council to delay the vote fro 
morning to a f  errloon 

Several counc~l memkers s a ~ d  they bel~eved that Shannun, a Duncan appointee who had participated In comm~ttee hear~ngs or 
legislation. had been directed by Duncan not to attend the meetrng 

Perez asked that a separate bill revlslt A proposal to allow county residents to sue under a legal standard that requlres proof of 
d~scr~mlnatoiy or disparate impact of 3 lendlng practrce. without provlng the Intent. 

County attorneys said that provlng d~sparale impact IS rmpl~ed In the bill, but Perez and r:ouncll member M~chael L. Subin (D-At 
they wanted it to be explicit. Subln said that ~f the provrslon weren't needed, the bank~ng Industry wouldn't be lobbying so heav~l 

Representat~ves uf the state bankers association have fguyht that prov~sion, saying it would have a "chilling effect" by exposlng 
greater risk. They sald residents should have to prove Intent of d~scnminat~on. 

Perez and se~era l  counc~l members had wanted someone from the Office of Human Rrghts to answer quest lor.^ yesterday abo 
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agency once appeared to support Ihe disparate-~mpact provision but then wanted it excluded In the findl b~ l l  

In a 2004 study the Human Rights Ofice found t h ~ t  more than half of home lcans taken out by Afr~can American borrowers in 
are Federal Hous~ng Adm~nistration and subprlrne loans, which means Ihey carry a hlgher interest rate and are deemed to be a 
of default than "pnme" mortgage loans. Almosl 50 percent of purchase loans to Hispanics were FHA or subprinie In comparlso 
percent of home loans to white home buyers were subprrme. the study found. 

Reprod.~ses w11P permlsslon of the :opy'.rjt~l owner F ~ C h e r  re3rOdUC'lon or C~s:r~outlor, 1s prch,b,ted a~ l t ~ r , . ~ l  perrrl sslon. 


